The strength of the employer brand by Franca, Valentina & Pahor, Marko
    Journal of Marketing and Management, 3 (1), 78-122, May 2012 78 
 
The Strength of the Employer Brand: Influences and Implications for Recruiting 
Valentina Franca 
University of Primorska, Faculty of Management, Slovenia 
valentina.franca@fm-kp.si 
 
Marko Pahor 
University of Ljubljana, Faculty of Economics, Slovenia & 
Centre of Excellence for Biosensors, Instrumentation and Process Control, Slovenia 
marko.pahor@ef.uni-lj.si 
 
Abstract 
According to the predicted demographic trends of an increasingly ageing population, 
companies will face an increasing level of competition for a decreasing talent pool of 
skilled workers. This research focuses on the study of recruiting – how the image of an 
employer, communicated to the job market through the employer brand, influences the 
pool of candidates that a company gets. We first develop a measure of the strength of 
employer brand by adapting the concept of brand value pyramid which is composed of  
three levels 1) recognition 2) consideration and 3) employer of choice. We tested the 
model on answers for nearly 300 companies operating in Slovenia, collected using a large 
sample of more than 7000 respondents to a web-based questionnaire, who were solicited 
to participate through a banner on a job portal. We test how different factors – including 
the employer‟s properties, the exposure of the brand and the opinions of the employer – 
influence the strength of its employer brand. Two important lessons for the companies 
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from this research are as follows. Firstly, employer brand is not a one-dimensional 
concept but rather that it has several dimensions and that each dimension is influenced by 
different factors. Secondly, even though the results presented are just averages, they 
clearly show that different companies can have problems in different dimensions. A fact 
that will give you advantage in one dimension may hurt another one.  
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Introduction 
Demographic trends in most of the developed world are forcing companies to 
rethink their roles in the labour market. It is becoming more and more apparent that it is 
not the multiple candidates that compete for the same position in a company but rather 
that there are several companies and positions within them competing for the same 
candidate. Because of this the role of human resource management is changing, adding to 
their usual obligations also the task of “selling” the positions. In doing this it may be 
useful to seek help in areas that were previously thought as pure marketing department 
areas.  
Building on the idea of the reputation of companies and their brand turned up the 
idea of a company‟s brand as an employer – the employer brand. The term was first 
introduced by Amber and Barrow (1996) to describe the complex factors that attract the 
best employees to seek a job in a particular company. Some authors are already arguing 
that it may be unfair to characterise it as another business buzzword (Ewing et al., 2002) 
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as it is growing exponentially in importance. Similar concepts include employment 
branding (e.g. Ewing et al., 2002), employer knowledge (e.g. Lievens et al., 2005), firm 
reputation (Brooks et al., 2003), employment image (Highhouse et al., 1999) and others. 
These concepts all appeared as a response of companies to the tightening employment 
markets due to demographic trends and structural changes in the economy. 
Employer branding is already widely used in everyday business practice. There 
are several researches and rankings that measure the best employer in one country, 
region, industry etc., using different methodologies; for example the annual Fortune 
Magazine and their partner the Great Place to Work Institute survey. These researches 
and ratings target employees of the companies and ask for their opinion about the 
company they work for (thus measuring the internal employer branding). But in spite of 
its wide popularity among practitioners, the lack of academic research in this field is 
notable. Only a handful of papers could be found dealing theoretically with the problems 
of corporate reputation in the labour market and employee attraction and empirically 
testing the ideas.  
Our research differs from the all above in the fact that we target potential and not 
current employees of the company, thus establishing how a company is seen by the 
external audience – external employer branding. The idea of having a strong employer 
brand is for both attracting and retaining the best employees. We decided to focus on the 
employee attraction. Our research also differs from some other researches on the 
attractiveness of employers (e.g. Lievens et al., 2005, Highhouse et al., 1999, Collins and 
Stevens, 2002, Turban and Cable, 2003) in the fact that it is not focused on a particular 
employer or industry and it is not performed on a particular group of candidates, e.g. 
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students. It is a broad research covering the whole job market in a country (Slovenia), 
encompassing a wide array of candidates of all ages and education groups as well as 
companies from across the whole economy.  
The main question of our research is to develop a model that captures different 
aspects of the (external) employer brand and establish which factors affect the different 
levels of employer brands the most. The present study extends the literature in three 
ways. Firstly, we summarize the existing literature on employer branding and its strength 
in order to get a concise definition of the strength of employer brand. Secondly, we 
develop a method for measuring the strength of the employer brand, propose a model to 
assess what influences this strength and empirically test the model. And thirdly, we make 
recommendations that help companies improve their employer brand and gain advantage 
when competing for the candidates they are looking for.  
The paper is structured as follows. After this introduction, we first make a short 
summary of the developments that led to the development of the employer brand. Next 
we give an overview of the term employer brand and give our definition of it. We then 
review the existing research on employer brand strength. Next we develop a new measure 
of employer brand strength, adapting the concepts from brand management. We take the 
concept of the brand value pyramid, well known in marketing, and apply it to the 
employer brand. Than we develop and test a model that puts the strength of its employer 
brand contingent on different factors – including the employer‟s properties, the exposure 
of the brand and the opinions of the employer. We conclude with a discussion of the 
results and some final remarks. 
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Shrinking talent pool and responses to it 
  Over the past few years the population of both Europe and the World continued 
on its remarkable transition from a state of high birth and low life expectancy to one 
characterized by low birth rates and increased life expectancy. The current demographic 
trends are threatening that the ratio between the young and old will continue to increase 
in favour of the elder. Bijak et al. (2007) have made population and workforce 
projections for 27 European countries up until 2052. They found that, despite increased 
immigration, the workforce will start to age and decrease in size. In as early as ten years, 
as the baby-boomer generation starts to retire and with the birth rates simultaneously 
declining, we will face a lack of younger workers (see e.g. Dohm, 2000, Dychtwald et al., 
2006, Burr, 2006). This trend will not just affect the national pension and health systems, 
but also companies. As well as this, the companies are already facing a decreasing talent 
pool of skilled workers. Lombardi (2006) argues that even if we do not face a shortage as 
such of labour in the near future, the shortage of skilled labour is becoming a problem 
already. Moreover, according to the predicted demographic trends of increasingly ageing 
populations, companies will face a decreasing talent pool of skilled workers.  
The labour market conditions and competitive pressure are powerful determinants 
of the resources companies invest to attract and retain top talents (Schuler, Jackson, 
2006). Several scholars have warned of the shortage of talent and the specific group of 
skilled people (Cable, Turban, 2001, Ferris et al., 2002, Michingthon, 2006, Dychtwald 
et. al, 2006). The rapidly changing conditions of the labour market influence companies‟ 
strategies of attracting and retaining not just the top talents, but also other qualified 
employees. Facing tight competition in the labour market, companies have developed 
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new ways of attracting employees - especially those with talents. There is a notable shift 
in practice; nowadays companies are also using tools developed through marketing 
theory and research in the recruitment process. Cable and Turban (2001) argue that brand 
processes affect the job seekers‟ decision during recruitment, which means that 
companies with strong brand identities would be preferred over those with weak or 
negative brand identities. Some authors (e.g. Ferris et. al., 2001) further argue that only 
reputations that are unique or sufficiently differentiated from others that compete for the 
candidate‟s labour are likely to have much effect on the candidate‟s decision-making 
process.  
The employer brand can be analysed from different perspectives. Researches 
showed that employers with a stronger employer brand attract more candidates; including 
the most appropriate ones (Turban, Cable, 2003). Furthermore, on a long term, 
companies can develop a new and more contextually sensitive version of the old-style 
relational psychological contract (Cappelli, 1998). Moreover, evidence points to a better 
financial performance for those companies that were listed high in the reputation ranking 
(e.g. 100 best companies to work for in America, see Smithy et al., 2003).  
In this study, we decided to focus on the influence of the employer brand in 
attracting candidates in the recruitment process. Recruitment is the gateway for 
employees and also for companies, as the effectiveness of recruitment practices is not 
only important when trying to obtain top talents and other, qualified employees, but also 
influences the effectiveness of the overall organization. Moreover, in building the 
appropriate human resource management system there are several steps to consider, and 
among them recruitment is extremely important as it most directly influences the 
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applicant pool characteristics and thus defines the set of individuals who will be 
influenced by all the subsequent human resource practices (Taylor, Collins, 2000). The 
employer that is able to attract more appropriate candidates enjoys larger benefits from its 
workforce and is able to get a competitive advantage out of it (Duggan and Horton, 
2004). In the framework of recruitment, a strong (external) employer brand has a key 
role, similarly as have brands of products/services to costumers. Therefore, included in 
the aim of this study is to find out what influences the strength of the employer brand 
from the external perspective – what strengthens the employer brand in the eyes of 
candidates in the labour market. Existing researchers mainly focus on the internal 
employer brand – what the opinions of the employees are about the company they are 
working for. But in order to attract a new candidate, companies must also look outside, 
therefore taking in consideration the situation in the (external) labour market.  
The employer brand 
The idea of branding originally derives from marketing, where it has been around 
for a long time. Branding is a creative process of creating the difference. It must be an 
integral part of the organization, where all activities come together to create the brand. 
The key point is to win the interest of the consumers (Murphy, 1998). A brand is a 
customer experience represented by a collection of images and ideas. Often it refers to a 
symbol such as a name, logo, slogan or design scheme. Brand recognition and other 
reactions are created by the accumulation of experiences with the specific product or 
service, both directly relating to its use and through the influence of advertising, design, 
and media commentary. A brand is a symbolic embodiment of all the information 
connected to a company, product or service. A brand serves to create associations and 
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expectations for the products made by a producer. A brand often includes an explicit 
logo, fonts, colour schemes, symbols or sound, which may be developed to represent 
implicit values, ideas and even personality (Klein, 2000).  
In the last decade the idea of branding has also penetrated into the field of human 
resource management – most prominently under the term „employer branding‟. Amber 
and Barrow (1996) first introduce the term as a linking chain between branding and 
human resource, denoting it as a marketing approach to human resource. They find that 
there is considerable synergy between the process of nurturing brands on one hand and 
human resource on the other and therefore they suggest bringing them together. They also 
suggest that an employer brand has a personality and may be positioned in much the 
same way as any other brand – although we cannot assert that job seekers behave in the 
same way when applying for a job as costumers do when buying a product or service. 
The choice of an employer has larger and longer lasting effects than normal purchasing 
decisions. Also, the costs of changing a job are higher than changing most products or 
services. However, the similarities of both circumstances should be emphasised and 
considered when analyzing the role employer brand plays in the recruitment process, 
although we can not claim that this is the same situation. But we can conclude that 
employers also have the task of building an image in the minds of potential applicants 
that the company is a great place to work – as they have already been doing for decades 
with products and services.  
So far we were discussing employer branding as though it is a well-understood 
construct that is easily measured. In fact, definitions and explanations of the term 
„employer branding‟ are rather scarce in academic literature, which is partially due to the 
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relatively recent development of the term. When introducing the term, Barrow and 
Mosley (1996) defined it as the package of functional, economic and psychological 
benefits provided by employment and identified with the employing company. The 
employer brand establishes a company‟s identity as an employer. It encompasses the 
company‟s value system, policies and behaviour in relation to the objective of attracting, 
motivating, and retaining the firm‟s current and potential employees (Conference Board, 
2001). Employer branding is also a company‟s image as seen through the eyes of its 
associates and potential hires and it is intimately linked to the experience of what it is like 
to work for a company (Ruch, 2002). It can be said that it is also the sum of company‟s 
efforts to communicate to existing and prospective staff that it is a desirable place to 
work (Lloyd, 2002) or that the image of the employer brand defines the potential 
applicants‟ attitude towards and the perceived attributes of a job or organization (Collins, 
Stevens, 2002). In these terms, it is important to emphasize that the essence of the 
employer brand is the employment proposition. In other words, it is this and what it does 
that makes a company different from the others on the labour market. With the employer 
brand the company not only underlines the values, but also set promises that should be 
fulfilled in order to have and retain a good image as an employer.  
There are many popular researches on employer branding dealing with the internal 
employer brand. These include the Hewitt Associates “Best employer” research or the 
“Great place to work” research by the institute baring the same name in partnership with 
the Fortune magazine. We may find further research like these (e.g. the Employer of 
Choice research) that measure the opinions of employees about their employer. Although 
the satisfaction of employees may be a key success factor for an organization, on its own 
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it does not guarantee advantage in the war for talents. The satisfaction of employees may 
guarantee a high retention rate and low fluctuation, which is undoubtedly very important 
– however, a company always needs “fresh blood”, so the attributes that are fundamental 
to satisfaction should be adequately communicated to the candidates on the job market. 
Beside this, it is no value for a company having satisfied employees and a good human 
resource management system, if this is not communicated to the outside world. 
Therefore, we deal with external employer brand, which is, as we have seen, of key 
importance in attracting new talents.  
We see the employer brand as a set of positive and negative features of a company 
as an employer, which are being communicated to both external and internal audiences 
through different channels and it is this that represent the company‟s image on the job 
market. Actually it is the perception of the company as an employer in the mind of 
everyone on the labour market.   
The Advantages of a Strong Employer Brand 
Companies with a strong employer brand differentiate themselves based on their 
characteristics as an employer and in that way attract the targeted applicants. Job and 
other advertisements provide applicants with only one source of information, on which 
the decision to apply or not can be taken. With the wide accessibility of information 
today, it is rare that applicants will be satisfied with just one formal source of information 
about an employer and/or a vacant job position. Barber (1998) finds that in the early 
stages of finding employment, candidates actively seek and gather information about 
potential employers from different sources and there is scarcely any personal contact 
between the candidate and the organization. Therefore it is extremely important how they 
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perceive the image of the company when deciding whether to apply or not. Among the 
sources of information the applicants search when weighting the decision whether to 
apply for a job or not, the classic one – the job advertisement – is just one of the sources. 
It may not even be the most important one, since the brand plays a major role. Rynes 
(1991) suggests that one question of interest to organizations is what can be done to make 
an organization more attractive to the applicants. Collins and Stevens (2002), confirming 
prior research, suggest that early recruitment activities are indirectly related to intentions 
and decisions through two aspects of the employer brand image: the general attitudes 
towards the company and the perceived job attributes. Thus, the reputation is important. 
An organization‟s culture, values and employment practices, as relayed by publicly 
known processes and outcomes, form the content of the reputation information, which in 
turn plays a significant role in driving applicant attraction, as well as the effects of the job 
attributes (Ferris et al., 2002). Harnessing the reputation of an organization for the 
recruitment process is one of the human resource management practices that will enhance 
an organization‟s capacity to attract and retain top talent (Ferris et al., 2002). For 
recruiting and retaining talents all over the globe, organizations must have a strong and 
positive employer brand. A crucial challenge for international companies is the extent to 
which it is possible to form a global employment proposition (Brewster et al., 2005) – or, 
in other words, where is the point at which the global proposition ends and the local 
particularity begins?  
Moreover, some research (Turban et al., 1998, Powel 1991, Powell and Goulet, 
1996) showed that the reputation of the employer has a key role in motivating the 
candidate to actually send a letter of application for a position in a given organization. 
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Lemmik et al. (2003) researched a sample of Dutch students. They found that the 
corporate brand and the employer brand had an independent and statistically significant 
effect on the applicants‟ intention to apply for a job at a certain organization. For 
example, research by the Chenerson Group (2001) showed that more than three quarters 
of the respondents said that they would rather work for a company with an excellent 
reputation than for a company with poor reputation – even if they were offered a higher 
salary. Moreover, nearly half of all American workers indicate that their companies‟ 
brand or image played a key role in their decision to apply for a job at their respective 
workplaces, according to a 2001 Maritz Poll. 
Research on undergraduate senior students and MBA students in the USA 
confirmed a strong influence from employer reputation on attracting candidates (Cable 
and Turban, 2003). In the first part of their research, Cable and Turban found a strong 
connection between the employer reputation among undergraduate students and the 
number of applications for work in that organization. On the other hand, they could not 
confirm a direct connection between the employer reputation and the quality of the 
candidates that applied. Nevertheless, in the end, organizations with a better reputation 
were able to employ better candidates, since they had more choice and could be more 
selective. The second part of the part of the research on MBA students gave similar 
results. The conclusion was that a better employer reputation influences the size of the 
candidate pool, which in turn gives you more choice when selecting the candidates. The 
authors also suggest that companies with stronger employer brands can potentially reduce 
the costs of employee acquisition, improve employee relations, increase employee 
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retention and even offer lower salaries compared with comparable staff in firms with 
weaker employer brands (Ritson, 2002).  
All of this research and studies confirm that a strong employer brand is a critical 
factor in hiring qualified applicants and in retaining already employed employees. 
However, there is no theory, practice, politics or/and employer brand strategy that fits 
everything. Different environment, goals, organizational structure and a lot of other 
factors dictate different approaches to building the employer brand. Similarly, there is no 
unique recipe on how to become an employer of choice. Nevertheless, the positive effects 
of being an employer of choice are long term and remain also in times of recession.  
Measuring the Strength of the Employer Brand 
Measuring the strength and value of brands has a long tradition. One of the most 
familiar and implemented models for measuring the value of brands is the “Brand value 
ten”, introduced by Aaker (1991), though many others exist. While measuring the 
strength and value of brands has already surpassed the theoretical concepts and academic 
usage and is used daily by practitioners all around the world, measuring the strength of an 
employer brand is still in its infancy. The present research is not the first, but it is the 
broadest research so far dealing with external employer branding. Other research into this 
topic is mostly limited in terms of the sample and the organizations considered. The 
research mostly uses samples of students or high school graduates and are limited to a 
single employer (either real-life or ideal) – or in the best case they limit themselves to just 
one industry (see e.g. Lievens et al., 2005, Highhouse et al., 1999, Collins and Stevens, 
2002, Turban and Cable, 2003).   
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When trying to measure the strength of the employer brand, authors use different 
approaches that are all based more or less on the models for measuring the strength and 
value of brands. One of the first attempts to measure the strength of the employer brand 
can be found in Cable and Turban (2001), who suggest that the strength of the employer 
brand is strongly linked to knowledge of the employer.  
Brooks et al. (2003) find that employer recognition and their general reputation 
are strongly linked, though the sign of this link is not always positive. The mechanism 
that links employer recognition and reputation is information retrieval – the more 
recognized an organization is, the more information (positive and negative) one has about 
them. More recognized organizations will have fewer problems in attracting candidates 
but will also be more under the scrutiny of the public. Berthon et al. (2005) look at the 
strength of an employer brand in terms of employer attractiveness. When measuring the 
employer attractiveness, they develop their own model that rates employer attractiveness 
on five elements of value: interest, social, economic, development and application value. 
Although the elements do combine into employer attractiveness, the authors claim that 
employer attractiveness is a multidimensional rather than one-dimensional concept.  
Lievens et al. (2005) then link the model of employer knowledge developed by 
Cable and Turban (2001) with the model of employer attractiveness. They differ from 
Berthon et al. (2005) in that they think of employer attractiveness as a one-dimensional 
concept, which they measure on a scale of one-to-five. They apply their measuring 
system to the example of the Belgian army as an employer and measure how it attracts 
576 senior high-school students. They conclude that employer attractiveness is strongly 
linked to all three dimensions of employer knowledge, as proposed by Cable and Turban 
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(2001). The Belgian army is more attractive to those that know it better and have a better 
opinion of it in general.  
Collins and Stevens (2002) take the definition of the brand strength as given by 
Aaker (1991) and adapt and simplify it for the purposes of measuring the strength of an 
employer brand. The authors measure several dimensions of attitudes and behaviour 
towards an employer. Each of the dimensions captures one aspect of the strength of the 
employer brand. The first dimension is the attitude towards the employer, which can be 
either favourable or negative. The second dimension is represented the perceived 
properties of the employer. The third dimension is the intention of the candidate to send 
an application for job to an employer, while the fourth dimension is the actual application 
being sent to an employer.  
To sum up, the authors mostly think of the strength of the employer brand as a 
multidimensional concept, although some of them measure it on just one dimension. 
They mostly agree on the fact that knowledge and opinions about the employer are 
strongly linked to the strength of the employer brand. We built on this work and propose 
a new model for measuring the strength of the employer brand. What we propose is the 
employer brand strength pyramid, a hierarchical one-dimensional concept that measures 
the strength of employer brand on three levels: employer recognition, employer 
consideration and employer choice. The model is depicted in Figure 1. 
The starting point of our model is the Cable and Turban (2001) employer 
knowledge model. We use three levels that correspond roughly to their three levels of 
employer knowledge. We present the strength levels of the employer brand using a 
pyramid, drawing inspiration from the brand value pyramid derived from the classical 
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concepts of consumer behaviour developed by Lavidge and Steiner (1961). The brand 
value pyramid (Figure 1) starts with awareness of the brand‟s existence at the bottom, 
climbs through consideration of a brand to actual purchasing and brand loyalty at the top.  
Employer recognition relates to the fact that candidates recognize an organization 
as a potential employer. We measure that by the share of candidates that recognize the 
name of an organization as a potential employer when it is mentioned to them.  
Employer consideration means that that a candidate responds positively to the 
question of whether he or she would consider this employer when looking for a job. It is 
measured as the percentage (out of all the candidates) who would consider working for 
that employer. The net consideration, on the other hand, is the percentage of the 
candidates that recognize an employer who would actually consider working there.  
The employer of choice level tells us that an employer is the first or the only 
choice for a candidate that is looking for a job. It is measured as the percentage (out of all 
the candidates) of candidates for whom this employer is the employer of choice. The net 
employer choice is the percentage of candidates that would consider employer who 
actually choose it. The net measurements are independent from the results achieved in 
previous stages and give us thus more precise information about the strength of the 
employer brand at each level. 
It should be pointed out that the proposed measures are not scales. Even though each 
dimension is measured by just one question, the reliability of the measure lies in the fact 
that each value of each variable is composed by hundreds or thousands individual binary 
answers.  
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Figure 1: The conceptual model of the employer brand pyramid 
 
 
Source: Own, 2007. 
What Influences the Strength of the EB 
Brand is a concept that encompasses retail firms as well as physical products and 
services. The relevant literature usually differentiates between brand strength and brand 
equity (Woodside and Walser, 2007). According to Aaker (1996) brand strength is best 
viewed as being contingent on a given set of alternatives, the feature levels built into 
these alternatives and the customer's preferences for each of these feature levels. He 
proposed a model that puts the brand strength contingent on three groups of factors. The 
first group is represented by the alternatives to the product or service that are available. 
The second group encompasses the properties of the product or service as well as the 
properties and advantages of each of the available alternatives. The third group is the 
relative importance that customers attribute to the features of the products and services. 
Woodside and Walser (2007) propose a comprehensive model of brand strength. 
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According to them, brand strength is mainly influenced by the competitive situation, 
brand experience, brand exposure and its top-of-mind accessibility.  
There is hardly any research that suggests what really influences the strengths of 
the employer brand. Close to that, though, is the concept of employment attractiveness as 
the envisioned benefits that a potential employee sees in working for a specific 
organization (Ewing and Michington, 2006). According to the author, the construct may 
be thought as an antecedent of the more general concept of employer brand equity. The 
research showed five underlying dimensions in capturing the employer attractiveness 
construct: interest, social, economic, development and application. Some findings support 
the idea that companies are not capable of developing an employer brand without a 
corporate image as a sound base (Lemmik et al., 2005). According to the Corporate 
Leadership Council (1999) the components also include the company culture and 
environment, work-life balance, working environment and compensation and benefits in 
addition to the product brand strengths.  
Collins and Stevens (2002) find that a stronger employer brand is enjoyed by 
those employers that are able to create a positive feeling about themselves. Those are the 
employers that are well recognized and enjoy a good opinion from the candidates. An 
interesting finding is that it does not really matter how an organization gets its good name 
– advertising is as effective as positive behaviour that encourages word of mouth 
endorsement.  
Lievens et al. (2005) found that a more attractive employer is the one that is more 
widely recognized, whose products or services are more recognized and about whom 
candidates in general have a good opinion.  
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We propose and test a model that makes the strength of the employer brand 
dependent on 1) the properties of the company; 2) the exposure of the brand; and 3) the 
components of employer branding. We group our hypotheses accordingly. 
When an organization is large (in terms of the number of employees) there are 
more chances that a person will come in contact with it. Larger organizations mean that 
more people work for them, so there is more chance of receiving word-of-mouth 
information on those organizations.  
 
H1a: Larger organizations have a stronger employer brand. 
 
The economic success of a company – in terms of growth or profit – will give 
good signals to candidates that there are good prospects in working for this employer. 
Candidates will also prefer to bet on a sure thing when looking for an employer, so 
employers known to be increasing their workforce may be preferred over those that are 
downsizing. Paying better salaries will spread word of mouth about that and thus also 
enhance the attractiveness of an employer. Candidates might also prefer working in more 
capital intensive companies, where they may achieve greater productivity and 
consequently may expect grater rewards, either in wage or other things.  
 
H1b: More profitable organizations will have a stronger employer brand.  
H1c: Organizations with greater net employment in the past will have a stronger 
employer brand. 
H1d: Capital intensive organizations will have a stronger employer brand.  
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H1e: Organizations with higher average wage will have a stronger employer brand. 
 
The last hypothesis concerning the properties of the company is connected to the 
fact that the employer is a branch or a subsidiary of an international company. Görg and 
Strob (2003) argue that multinational companies bring new technologies into the country 
they invest in and this technology will only gradually spill over into other companies. 
Because Slovenia is a transitional economy where business techniques may lag behind 
those of the most advanced countries, the same may be true for the business techniques. 
Thus the international companies might the most advanced, bringing new ideas and new 
ways of doing things. This enhances the chances of learning and gaining experience 
valuable for people‟s further careers. Some candidates may prefer working for an 
international company because of the opportunities to work in international environment.  
 
H1f: Multinational companies will have a stronger employer brand.  
 
The second group of factors influencing the strength of the employer brand is the 
brand exposure. By exposure we mean all the situations and opportunities a candidate has 
to come in contact with an employer. This may include media appearances by employers, 
contact with products and services and other opportunities. Since it is hard to capture all 
the possible opportunities for exposure, we limit ourselves here to media appearances. 
We believe that this simplification does not harm the validity of results, since Collins and 
Stevens (2002) find that (positive) opinions are formed through exposure, but the mode 
of this exposure does not matter. Brooks et al. (2003) also finds that the better known 
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companies are more likely to be associated with positive features and thus be more 
popular. The authors warn, however, that the same is true for negative features. Since 
media exposure presents the companies to the public, the public will have a stronger 
opinion (either positive or negative) of those organizations that are more exposed in the 
media. Fobrun and Shanley (1990) compared the objective characteristics of firms with 
reputation ratings form the Fortune survey and found that media exposure has a negative 
relation to reputation. Barber (1998) suggested that media publicity about firms may have 
spillover effects on their recruitments efforts. Therefore, we argue that media exposure 
has an effect on the strength of employer brand, but this effect can be either positive or 
negative.  
 
H2: Media exposure is related to the strength of employer brand.  
 
The third group of factors is the opinion of the organization. The opinion is 
formed on the ground of previous experience with the organization, information from the 
media, word of mouth and other sources. Previous studies (Lievens et al., 2005, Cable 
and Turban, 2001) have shown that a good opinion about a company and its products is 
linked to the company‟s stronger attractiveness. We expect that good opinion of an 
organization will be linked to a stronger employer brand.   
 
H3: Employer brand strength is positively linked to a positive opinion of the employer.  
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Empirical Testing 
We collected an extensive amount of data using a web-based survey with more 
than seven thousands participants from Slovenia. It was a multi-purpose survey with 
several goals, one of them to develop a measure for the strength of the employer brand. 
The survey was posted on one of the biggest employment portals in the country and the 
data was collected for about six months, from December 2006 through May 2007. The 
population we wanted to target was everyone who actively or passively seeks a job. In the 
sample we have 55 percent man, the average age was around 32 years and half of the 
respondents were younger than 30. Nearly half of the sample had finished high school 
and more than 25 percent have a university or post-graduate degree. Two thirds of the 
respondents are currently employed. The average income of the respondents roughly 
corresponds to the Slovenian average.  
There were 283 employers in the survey. The employers chosen were from the list 
of the Top 250 Slovenian companies. The additional 33 companies are present because 
some companies ended up on that list after a series of mergers but a test sample showed 
that the candidates still do not distinguish between the different parts of the now merged 
companies. Therefore we decided to include these parts separately, bringing us to the 
final number of 283 employers. The organizations in the survey are predominantly 
(actual) companies that comprise the core of the Slovenian economy. Together they 
employed over 120,000 employees (a fifth of the Slovenian workforce) and had a total 
turnover of over 21 billion euros (half of the sales of all companies).  
Each respondent was randomly assigned ten percent of the employers (30) to 
answer three general questions, and then four employers were randomly selected from 
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those that the respondent knew for more detailed questions. We used the random 
assignment instead of the full panel questionnaire because we feared that the full panel 
questionnaire would be prohibitively long for a web-based questionnaire and even in the 
best-case scenario would give a lot of bad answers. Thus we opted for fewer observations 
and better quality answers. 
     
Table 1: Descriptive statistics 
    Mean 
Std. 
Deviatio
n Min. Max. 
Dependent 
variables 
Employer knowledge 0.68 0.24 0.18 0.98 
Employer consideration 0.43 0.20 0.10 0.84 
Employer of choice 0.06 0.06 0.00 0.36 
Opinion 
about 
employer 
Reputation of company and it's 
products/services 46.14 7.01 10.78 69.28 
Possibilities for personal 
development 49.52 5.70 31.05 71.01 
Good leadership and job-life 
balance 51.04 3.93 34.41 75.97 
Security of employment 50.80 4.73 31.01 66.27 
Getting an above average pay 52.69 5.85 18.31 70.19 
Exposure Number of articles in press media 497.50 538.37 0 1798 
Properties Profitability 0.08 0.13 -0.63 0.89 
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of 
employer 
Wage, per month, EUR 2268 1203 578 6021 
Size (sales), 000 EUR 78834 172346 7.43 
160225
4 
Capital per worker, 000 EUR 139 305 5.99 17341 
Net employment as % of total 
employment 9.13 30.84 -85.14 296.97 
Multinational 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 
Source: Own, 2007.  
 
The dependent variables were based on the answers to the following questions: do 
you know this employer; would you consider this employer when looking for a job; and 
do you consider this employer an employer of choice. The dependent variables are the 
averages of answers (the share of positive answers) from the respondents. The average 
number of responses per company was 649, the minimum was 133 and maximum was 
1864. From the descriptive statistics (Table 1) we can see that the average company in the 
survey is known by 68 percent of the respondents, 43 percent of them would consider it 
when looking for a job and six percent consider it an employer of choice.  
The opinions of the employers are averages of the opinions on different aspects of 
the employer. We constructed five scales, each composed of two or three items. Scales go 
from 0 (denoting the worst) to 100 (denoting the best opinion). The averages for each 
company are based on an average of 103 responses (a standard deviation of 56.3, a 
minimum of 24 and a maximum of 351).  
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The properties of the companies were mostly taken from the annual reports 
available from the Agency for Public Legal Records and Related Services for the year 
2005, the latest available at the time of data collection. This data also contains 
information on the origin of the prevalent owner (foreign, domestic private or domestic 
state). We treated all companies with a foreign prevalent owner as a “multinational”. For 
media exposure we counted the number of articles in the printed media. We took the 
internet archives of the four major general daily newspapers in Slovenia and a specialized 
financial daily newspaper. According to the National Readership Survey
1
 these 
newspapers reach 52.3 percent of the total population. We counted all the articles in the 
year 2006 that mentioned the organization in question. We did not go into the content of 
the media coverage, so we counted favourable and hostile articles as the same.  
The first think we checked is whether the three dimensions are really separate 
concepts or is it maybe that there is only one dimension of employer brand strength. The 
correlations between the items range from 0.18 to 0.62, the highest being the correlation 
between consideration and employer of choice. Crombach‟s alpha statistic with its value 
of 0.495 shows that the three items do not form a reliable scale. Essentially the three 
items measure different, although somewhat related things. 
Next we ran a series of regression models sequentially including groups of 
variables. We ran the models separately for each of the three levels of employer brand 
strength that we identified. For each dependent variable, we tested the influence of the 
proposed independent variables and also included a series of control variables. We had 
two groups of controls, the first being the origin of the employer (central, east or west 
Slovenia) and the second being the industry of employer (manufacturing versus trade or 
                                                 
1
 Valicon and Slovenian Advertising Chamber, 2007; http://www.nrb.info/podatki/. 
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services). We controlled for the geographical position because of the differences in 
accessibility, standards of living and climate conditions. We controlled for industry 
because some industries might be more appealing and might also enjoy higher exposure 
than the others. 
Table 2: Results of testing the models for employer knowledge 
   Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
  Constant 
-0.46 
(0.11) *** -0.08 (0.1)  -0.15 (0.11)   
P
ro
p
er
ti
es
 o
f 
em
p
lo
y
e
r
 
Profitability -0.2 (0.1) * 
-0.09 
(0.08)   -0.1 (0.08)   
Wage 0.04 (0.01) ** 0.01 (0.01)  0.01 (0.01)   
Net employment as % of 
total employment 
-0.01 
(0.01)   
-0.01 
(0.01)  0 (0.01)   
Size (sales) 0.07 (0.01) *** 0.04 (0.01) *** 0.05 (0.01) *** 
Capital per worker 
-2.43 
(13.86)   0 (0.01)  
-4.78 
(11.68)   
Multinational 0.03 (0.03)   0.04 (0.02)   0.03 (0.02)   
  
Media exposure     0.23 (0.02) *** 0.22 (0.02) *** 
C
o
n
tr
o
ls
 
Trade         0.07 (0.03) * 
Services       3.37 (26.85)   
East       -0.01 (0.03)   
West         0.06 (0.03) * 
  
Adjusted R2 0.375   0.562   0.586   
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Note: *** significant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05; 
Source: Own, 2007. 
 
Table 2 presents the results of the tests on the models using employer knowledge 
as the dependent variable. These models omit opinions of the employer since one can 
only have an opinion about an employer that he/she knows. The models achieved a good 
fit with r-squares from 0.38 to 0.59.  
The first model included the employer‟s properties. The size of the organization 
has a strong positive effect on employer knowledge – the bigger the company, the better 
it is known. The average wage paid to workers also has a strong positive effect. The 
capital intensity of the company does not appear to have a significant effect on employer 
knowledge, nor does the fact that a company is a multinational. Surprisingly, the 
profitability of the company has a significant negative impact on the employer 
knowledge. However, this effect disappears in the second model where we add the media 
exposure.  
In the second model, only size and media exposure have an effect on employer 
knowledge, while the effect of profitability and wages disappears. Profitability and media 
exposure are negatively correlated while wages and media exposure are positively 
correlated. It seems that the media is more likely to write and speak about companies that 
produce losses rather than a profit and pay high wages. In the multivariate model, media 
exposure is the factor that dominates and crowds out the underlying reasons for the 
coverage. 
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When adding the controls to model three, there is not much change in the basic 
variables, although there are some differences in employer knowledge for employers 
from different regions and different industries.  
As far as recognition goes, larger companies and those smaller companies that are 
more exposed in the media have fewer problems with recognition. Also, retail and service 
companies, which have more contacts with end-consumers, face a better recognition than 
manufacturing companies, mainly present on the B2B markets.  
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Table 3: Results of testing the models for employer consideration 
    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
  Constant 
-0.78 
(0.14) 
**
* 
-0.68 
(0.14) *** 
-0.59 
(0.15
) *** 
-0.7 
(0.15) 
**
* 
O
p
in
io
n
 a
b
o
u
t 
em
p
lo
y
er
 
Reputation of 
company and it's 
products/services 3.26 (1.05) ** 
3.72 
(1.04) *** 
3.05 
(1.06
) ** 
2.95 
(1.03) ** 
Possibilities for 
personal 
development 6.6 (1.22) 
**
* 
5.38 
(1.19) *** 
5.15 
(1.18
) *** 
4.71 
(1.17) 
**
* 
Good leadership 
and job-life 
balance 5.51 (1.78) ** 
5.2 
(1.68) ** 
5.06 
(1.66
) ** 
5.7 
(1.62) 
**
* 
Security of 
employment 1.58 (1.5)  
1.37 
(1.42)   
1.83 
(1.41
)  
2.22 
(1.38)   
Getting an above 
average pay 10.7 (1.22) 
**
* 
8.72 
(1.22) *** 
8.47 
(1.21
) *** 
8.44 
(1.18) 
**
* 
P
ro
p
er
ti
es
 o
f 
em
p
lo
y
er
 
Profitability     0 (0.06)   
0.02 
(0.06
)   
0.03 
(0.06)   
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Wage   
0.03 
(0.01) *** 
0.02 
(0.01
) ** 
0.01 
(0.01)   
Net employment 
as % of total 
employment   0 (0)   0 (0)  0 (0)   
Size (sales)   
-9.2 
(4.36) * 
-14.4 
(4.74
) ** 
-4.54 
(5.3)   
Capital per 
worker   
14.51 
(7.82)   
0.02 
(0.01
)  
0.01 
(0.01)   
Multinational     
0.02 
(0.02)   
0.02 
(0.02
)   
0.02 
(0.02)   
  
Media exposure         
0.04 
(0.02
) ** 
0.03 
(0.02)   
C
o
n
tr
o
ls
 
Trade             
0.07 
(0.02) 
**
* 
Services         
0.07 
(0.02) 
**
* 
East         -0.01   
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(0.02) 
West             
-0.01 
(0.02)   
  Adjusted R2 0.379   0.457   0.470   0.503   
Note: *** significant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05; 
Source: Own, 2007.  
  
Table 3 presents the results of testing the models using employer consideration as 
the dependent variable. We used net consideration as the dependent variable, meaning 
that we separated the share of candidates considering an employer from those that just 
recognize it. We did this in order to avoid double counting the effects already present in 
the previous models. The models achieved a good fit, with r-squared from 0.38 to 0.50. 
Model 1 includes the effect of the opinion of the company on employer consideration. 
Almost all aspects of the opinion of the employer, except the opinion on whether the 
employer would provide secure employment, have a strong and highly significant 
positive effect on employer consideration. The better the public opinion of an employer, 
the more attractive this employer is to the candidates. This confirms similar findings by 
Collins and Stevens (2002) and Lemmik et al. (2003). If we look at the individual 
dimensions, we may note that the perception of getting a good rate of pay has the 
strongest effect on employer consideration, followed by the possibilities for personal 
development.  
Adding the employer‟s properties in model two does not change the effects of 
opinion; it does however add the positive effect from the actual average wage and a 
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negative effect from size. The double independent effects of the average wage and the 
perception of the wages stress the importance of competitive wages in having a strong 
employer brand. The negative effect of size is interesting – controlling for the opinions 
and other properties of employer, the candidates would rather work for a smaller than 
larger employer.  
Media exposure, added in model three, has a significant positive effect but does 
not impact other effects considerably. 
The controls, added in model 4, do not change the effects of opinions. They do 
wipe out the effects of the employer‟s properties and media exposure however. The 
industry of the employer has a strong effect on employer consideration, with work in 
trade or services being preferred to work in manufacturing industries.  
It is evident that consideration is affected by different factors than recognition. 
Particularly interesting is the fact that while larger companies are more recognized, 
people would prefer to work for a smaller company. Also, competitive pay is important, 
even if people usually do not list it high on the list of the most important factors 
influencing the job decision.  
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Table 4: Results of testing the models for employer of choice 
    Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
  Constant -0.43 (0.09) *** -0.4 (0.09) *** -0.29 (0.09) *** -0.35 (0.09) *** 
O
p
in
io
n
 a
b
o
u
t 
em
p
lo
y
er
 
Reputation of company and 
it's products/services 1.93 (0.65) ** 1.52 (0.64) * 0.76 (0.62)   0.74 (0.61)   
Possibilities for personal 
development 3.07 (0.76) *** 2.5 (0.73) *** 2.23 (0.69) ** 2.18 (0.69) ** 
Good leadership and job-life 
balance 2.1 (1.1)  1.53 (1.03)   1.36 (0.98)  1.6 (0.96)   
Security of employment -0.5 (0.93)  -0.78 (0.87)   -0.25 (0.83)  0.01 (0.82)   
Getting an above average 
pay 4.45 (0.76) *** 2.98 (0.75) *** 2.7 (0.71) *** 2.72 (0.7) *** 
P
ro
p
er
ti
es
 o
f 
em
p
lo
y
e
r
 
Profitability     -0.01 (0.04)   17.3 (34.08)   0.02 (0.03)   
Wage   0.02 (0) *** 0.02 (0) *** 0.01 (0) ** 
Net employment as % of 
total employment   0 (0)   0 (0)  0 (0)   
Size (sales)   0.01 (0)   -0.98 (2.78)  3.29 (3.14)   
Capital per worker   0.65 (4.78)   0 (0)  -2.1 (4.58)   
Multinacional     0.01 (0.01)   0.01 (0.01)   0.01 (0.01)   
  
Media exposure         0.05 (0.01) *** 0.04 (0.01) *** 
C
o
n
tr
o
l
s 
Trade             0.04 (0.01) *** 
Services         0.03 (0.01) ** 
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East         0.01 (0.01)   
West             0 (0.01)   
  Adjusted R2 0.225   0.341   0.405   0.432   
Note: *** significant at 0.001; ** significant at 0.01; * significant at 0.05; 
Source: Own, 2007.  
When looking at the employer of choice dimension of the employer brand as the 
dependent variable, the opinions of the employer are somewhat less important than for 
mere consideration of the employer (Table 4). Again, we take the net choice as the 
dependent variable for this reason. This is shown by generally lower r-squares that range 
from 0.22 to 0.43 in the different models – below those seen in the models for employer 
knowledge and employer consideration. Being an employer of choice is a much more 
subtle concept and achieving this status requires stress on factors other than those 
considered in these models.  
The perception of the wages has a strong effect on the dimension of employer of 
choice, as does the possibility for personal development. The general reputation of the 
company has an effect in the first model, but this effect fades out as we add other 
variables in subsequent models.  
Of the properties of the employer, added in model two, only the wages has a 
(positive) significant effect. Media exposure, added in model 3, also has a strong positive 
effect on the employer of choice. Adding the controls in model 4, reveals the differences 
between the industries and again the trade and service industries are preferred to 
manufacturing.  
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To sum up, the three levels of the strength in an employer brand – recognition, 
consideration and choice – are clearly different concepts. They are not strongly correlated 
and quite different factors affect each of them. Size proved to be of paramount 
importance for recognition, as predicted in hypothesis H1a. However, it seems rather 
unimportant for consideration and choice. The financial and business characteristics of 
companies, summarized in hypotheses H1b to H1d do not seem to have a major impact 
on the strength of the employer brand. The exception here is the average wage (H1e), 
which has a strong positive effect on choice and a weaker, but still positive effect on 
consideration. We could not confirm the effect of multinationals (H1f) – the 
“multinational” variable was not significant in any of the estimated models, so on average 
we could not claim that companies with foreign owners are more or less attractive than 
purely domestic companies.  
Media exposure (H2) proved very important for both recognition and choice, but 
not for consideration. Being present in the media will get recognition for companies, but 
will not get them consideration as a potential employer. However, once in the pool of 
potential employers, the more exposed companies will be preferred to the less exposed 
ones.  
We also found a strong support for hypothesis H3 on the positive link between the 
opinion of an employer and the strengths of their employer brand. All five dimensions of 
(positive) opinion, except security of employment, are positively linked to consideration. 
On the other hand, only expectations of an above average pay and the possibilities of 
personal development positively affect the actual choice of an employer.  
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Discussion 
It is clear that companies are increasingly competing to attract highly skilled 
employees in various professional areas (Mahroum, 2000) and we believe that the 
competition will be increasingly as fierce in the future as competition is for costumers. A 
response to these trends is the development of a strong brand as an employer – an 
employer brand – that gives an organization a competitive advantage on the labour 
marker.  
This study makes a number of contributions to the employer branding literature, 
which so far is rather scarce and scattered. It contributes to the theory by proposing ways 
to measure the strength of the employer brand as well as testing the theory on an 
extensive sample of companies and job candidates.  
In the paper, we first developed a model for measuring the strength of the 
employer brand. We extended the ideas from existing research on employer branding 
(Cable and Turban, 2001; Collins and Stevens, 2002) and combined them into the 
Employer brand pyramid. The employer brand pyramid is a model that measures the 
strength of the employer brand on three hierarchically ordered dimensions: knowledge of 
an employer, consideration of an employer and choice of an employer. The pyramid 
gives an organization a clear answer to the question of how strong its employer brand is 
and where it is ahead or behind the competition. This way they also get an indication 
about what they have to improve in order to make their employer brand stronger and 
eventually become an employer of choice.  
Secondly, we presented a model that makes the strength of the employer brand 
dependent on the properties of the company, the exposure of the brand and the 
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components of employer branding. We tested the model on answers for nearly 300 
companies operating in Slovenia, collected using a large sample of more than 7000 
respondents to a web-based questionnaire, who were solicited to participate though a 
banner on a job portal.  
The models tested for each of the individual dimensions and their different results 
clearly show that the dimensions really should be taken separately. Also, some of the 
hypotheses proposed could be confirmed, while others did not find enough support. There 
is considerable support for H1a in the employer knowledge dimension – candidates do 
know larger organizations better. However, when considering an employer, they may 
prefer working for a smaller rather than for a larger employer and size does not affect the 
selection of the employer of choice at all. H1b was not supported – more profitable 
employers are recognized even less and profit does not affect consideration and choice. 
Also, the net employment (proposed in H1c) and capital intensity (proposed in H1d) had 
no significant effect in either models. Wage however, as proposed by H1e, had a strong 
positive effect on both consideration and choice, and some effect on knowledge as well. 
Contrary to some findings in our own and other‟s research where wage is not particularly 
important, it seems of crucial importance for the strength of employer brand. Contrary to 
expectations, multinationals do not seem to have a stronger or weaker employer brand – 
they seem to be quite average employers. Media exposure, proposed in H2, proved 
crucial for employer knowledge and somewhat important for employer choice, though it 
does not seem to affect consideration. Being present in the media (and exposed to 
candidates in other modes) is important for recognition and it will get you from 
consideration into choice. However, even the ones less present in the media still get their 
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share of candidates, as media exposure does not seem to affect consideration. As found in 
previous research (e.g. Collins and Stevens, 2002; Lemmik et al., 2003), opinions of an 
employer do have a strong effect on the strength of employer brand, so H3 is confirmed. 
Not all dimensions are equally strong though. The opinion that one will get a good pay 
makes an employer considerably more attractive, as does the prospect of personal and 
career development. Security of employment, however, does not seem to be important at 
all.  
Companies may use the proposed measure of employer brand strength to find the 
strength of their employer brand and where their strong and weak points lie. Based on 
this knowledge, they can adjust their recruiting strategy accordingly. Size is something 
companies ca not influence, but the fact is that small companies need more advertising to 
get the same recognition as the big companies. Companies should stress the positive 
aspects of working for them in their advertising. Stressing financial success is not 
important to attract candidates. Also, offering above average pay will attract more 
candidates, leaving you the choice of selecting the most appropriate.  
A limitation of our research is that for now it is confined to only one country. In 
the future, similar research should extend the coverage to include other countries as well. 
An additional concern is that no consistent “objective” estimate of the corporate culture 
and climate was available at the present time on a sufficiently wide scale to permit 
inclusion in the model and testing. In the future, such “soft” factors that may influence 
the strength of an employer brand should be included in the model. 
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Conclusion 
Some authors predict that the role of employer branding will be even more 
important in the future than it is today. According to the predicted demographic trends of 
an increasingly ageing population, companies will face a decreasing talent pool of skilled 
workers. Consequently, companies with stronger employer brands will have a major 
advantage over those who must rely on increasing expenditure on recruitment advertising 
to improve their attraction of talent (Michington, 2006; Dychtwald et. al. 2006). Besides 
this, employers will need to ensure their employer brand strategy includes ways to attract 
potential employers from the hidden job market, such as mature aged workers, the 
disabled and those who are not actively seeking work but may look for par-time and/or 
casual work in the future (Michington, 2006). Building employer brands will be a critical 
initiative that should be undertaken by management at the highest levels, involving the 
effort of the human resource management, marketing and other departments, if the 
companies want to compete for skills effectively. Employment branding is in its infancy 
(Ewing et al., 2002). We anticipate that it will evolve over time and, again, managers will 
need to keep pace with this revolution. 
This research focused on the study of recruiting – how does the image of an 
employer, communicated to the job market through the employer brand, influence the 
pool of candidates that a company receives. However, our findings have implications for 
marketing and advertising practises as well. Companies spend a lot of money on 
marketing and advertising campaigns, designed in part to make consumers more familiar 
with their products. They should synchronize these efforts with human resource 
management in recruiting, to send a unified message to all the markets.  
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Two important lessons for the companies follow from our model and results. First 
is that the employer brand is not a one-dimensional concept but rather that it has several 
dimensions and that each dimension is influenced by different factors. Second, even 
though the results presented are just averages, they clearly show that different companies 
can have problems in different dimensions. A fact that will give you advantage in one 
dimension may hurt another one.  
This paper is unique in the fact that it extends the theory in the field of employer 
branding and also provides empirical evidence for a model of measuring employer brand 
strength. It contributes to a better understanding of the processes that drive the employer 
brand. The results of this study may be used as a starting point for future research, as well 
as for those that want to use the model in their everyday practice.  
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